
.f J--r I
/ / l - - t l l

:;illl ,,;t:lll

lrull
M60050.003069
,l CAS EL TORO
ssrc No. 5090.3

Research ' Service

12 |uly 1998

To: ItzIr. Joseph Joyce
Base Rerilignmlnt and Closure Environmental Coordinator
MCAS El Toro
Building 368
Santa Ana, CA 9Z7W-5001

Proiect # - El Toro RAB -
re - Proposed Plan - Sites 2, 3, 5 and 17

Dear Mr. |oyce:

The attached comments are submitted to you as the d.esignated recipient for comment
regarding the action for the Site 2, 3, 5, & 17 Landfills that constitute the Operating Unit 2 at El
Toro. The.Proposed Plan for OU2 is flawed and should be amended. These are subrnitted
prior to the current deadline of |uly 13, 1998. A courtesy copy is being faxed to the others listed.

Yours sincerely,

Charles R. Bennett Ph. D.

bvfax:
G. Kistner / USEPA
T. Ivlahmoud / Cal EPA
G. Hurley I Community Cdhair
T. Spitzer / Orange County Board of Supervisors

BL  Assoc ia tes
224 W. f  acaranda Place

Ful lerton, CA 92632
774-773-5525



Research ' Serwice

May 30, 1997
Comments regarding:

Proposed Plan - SVE for Vadose Zone
OU 2A - Site 24 | Mav 1997

Marine Co.p" Air Statiorq El Toro, California

A" .,"iT Goals:

This is an excellent proposed plan, it should be implemented at the earliest
opportunity as it means poUutants witl began to be removed frorn the site.

B. Public Participation:

surricient norice that this o,ool"uo o,*;::'l:?'fiii1ily"1"#"11i.ji::U:Y"ffi11T":1ii:"Jrt';::
)fr formally issued for review in mid-March. At the public Board Meeting on March 26,1997, there was NO MENTION

OF THE SPECIFIC CLEANUP @AL, as evidenced in the minutes of that meeting. This is not an acceptable level of
public participation at the RAB level.

2. The normal "Public Meeting" in a comment period has become a familar
activity to may participants, they are a standard procedure for CERCLA. There is no need to change or modify this
conunon, standard activity.

A different activity was held at the lrvine City Hall on May 75, 1997 that comptied with letter of the
regulation for the holding of a "Public Meeting" according to the attending USEPA representative. It was
advertised as, and appeared to succeed as, an opportunity for individuals to have their individual questions
answered, and their individual opinions recorded, if thev so wished. While complying with the letter of the
regulation, it did not comply with ihe spirit of the law about a "Public Meeting". II-IS iniumbent on the DON to
demonstrate that their method is clearly superior to the normal "Public Meeting". It IS NOT incumbent on the
community to prove the new method is inferior. As advertised, structured and operated, the meeting could not have
provided for the needs of the community for public participation in the process. [This unfavorable view was
explicitly expressed by each individual community member of the El Toro RAB on 28 May, n\Wo opposition to the
non-community organizerc of the meeting.l While democracy is disorganized, chaotic , difficult and often
inefficient, history teaches that it is what the public want. The deeply respected concept of having "your day in
courf' means that Mary fones stands up in front of her neighbors in a public forum and tells her Council or her Board
or her fudge exactly what she thinks about the issue.

While being in compliance with regulation, this public comment period did not provide an acceptable public
forum, and hence it does not meet an acceptable standard for public participation in the ROD process. As a superior
process has not ocorrred. return to the "presumptive" method for holding public meetings that is the CERCLA norrn -
immediatelv.
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